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The Securities  Divis ion of the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commission ("Divis ion") hereby responds

to re spondent Anthony J . Clavien's  Reques t for P roduction of Documents  ("Production Reques t").

Respondent's  Production Request includes 13 "Requests for Production." Request No. 1 requests the

Divis ion's  e ntire  inve s tiga tive  file  (Cla vie n de fine s  the  te rn "ACC" to me a n the  Divis ion). The

remaining 12 requests  a re  for specific portions  of the  investiga tive  file  including a ll communica tions

rela ting to the  investigation and a ll documents acquired by the  Division in this case .

All requests  other than Request No. 10--"All exhibits  tha t the  ACC intends to introduce a t any

hearing or proceeding in this  case"-fa ll well outside  of discovery limits  for administra tive  proceedings

under both the Arizona Revised Statutes and Corporation Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure,

R14-3-101, e t s e q. ("Commiss ion Rule s"). The  Commiss ion Rule s , which do not incorpora te  the

discove ry proce dure s  found in the  Arizona  Rule s  of Civil P roce dure  ("ARCP"), re quire  Cla vie n to

demonstra te  "reasonable  need" for his  request. He  made  no a ttempt to do so. And it is  very unlike ly

that he would have been able to demonstrate this need even if he had made the attempt.
25
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In addition to fa iling to sa tisfy the  applicable  law, Clavien is  precluded from obta ining most of

because his Production Request is overly broad and burdensome.

Fina lly, Cla vie n file d his  P roduction Re que s t be fore  the  Augus t 24, 2016 due -da te  for

exchanging exhibits  and lists  of witnesses ("LWE"), as established by Administra tive  Law Judge Marc

Stem's  procedura l order issued on August l, 2016. On or prior to August 24, the  Divis ion will provide

its  e xhibits  a nd lis ts  of witne sse s , complying with the  orde r a nd the  la w gove rning a dminis tra tive

proce e dings . The  e xhibits  a nd witne sse s  will support the  a lle ga tions  in ce rta in pa ra gra phs  of the

Divis ion's  Notice  of Opportunity for a  He a ring Re ga rding P ropose d Orde r to Ce a se  a nd De s is t,

Orde r for Re s titution, for Adminis tra tive  P e na ltie s , a nd for Othe r Affirma tive  Action ("Notice "). In

conformance  with e s tablished law and procedure , re spondents  will have  the  opportunity to review

the  LWE and then examine witnesses ca lled a t hearing.

Because  the  Production Request is  inappropria te  and unlawful, the  Division requests  tha t the

Commission deny the Production Request.

This  re sponse  is  supported by the  following Memorandum of Points  and Authoritie s .

1 6 ME MO R ANDUM O F  P O INTS  AND AUTHO R ITIE S

1 7 1. DIS CUS S ION

1 8 A. Discovery for administrative proceedings within Arizona is available only within e limits
defined by statute and agency rule in administrative proceedings.

1 9

20

2 1

Cla vie n re que s ts  the  e ntire  file  of the  Divis ion. This  include s  note s , tra nscripts  (including

transcripts  of sworn te s timony), communica tions , recordings  (including recordings  of inves tors  and

22

23

compla inants), meinorandums, and any other documents  of any kind.

Cla vie n's  P roduction Re que s t d o e s  n o t fa ll with in  th e  limits  d e fin e d  b y s ta tu te  o r

24

25

26

Commis s ion Rule s  for a dminis tra tive  proce e dings .

The  s ta tute s  a nd rule s  e xplicitly a ddre ss ing discove ry proce dure s  in conte s te d a dminis tra tive
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4

5

tria l discovery permitted in administra tive proceedings are  1) subpoenas, based on a  showing of need

and authorized by the  administra tive  hearing officer, 2) depositions, based on a  showing of need and

authorized by the  hearing officer, and 3) any other discovery provis ion specifica lly authorized under

the individual agency's rules of practice and procedure. The statute reads:

6

7

8

9
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Unle s s  othe rwis e  provide d by la w, in conte s te d ca s e s  the  following s ha ll a pply:....The
office r pre s iding a t the  he a ring ma y ca us e  to be  is s ue d s ubpoe na s  for the  a tte nda nce  of
witne s s e s  a nd for the  production of books , re cords , docume nts  a nd othe r e vide nce  a nd
s ha ll ha ve  the  powe r to a dminis te r oa ths ... P re he a ring de pos itions  a nd s ubpoe na s  for the
production of docume nts  ma y be  orde re d by the  office r pre s iding a t the  he a ring, provide d
tha t the  pa rty s e e king s uch dis cove ry de mons tra te s  tha t the  pa rty ha s  re a s ona ble  ne e d of
the  de pos ition te s timony or ma te ria ls  be ing s ought... Notwiths ta nding the  provis ions  of
s e c tion 12-2212, no s ubpoe na s , de pos itions  or o the r d is cove ry s ha ll be  pe rmitte d  in
conte s te d ca s e s  e xce pt a s  provide d by a ge ncy rule  or this  pa ra gra ph. (Empha s is  a dde d).
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Unde r the  re le va nt Commis s ion Rule s , dis cove ry is  limite d. The  pre s iding a dminis tra tive  la w

judge  ma y dire c t a  pre -he a ring confe re nce  whe re in a n a rra nge me nt is  ma de  for the  e xcha nge  of

propos e d e xhibits , witne s s  lis ts , or pre pa re d e xpe rt te s tirnony.1 A pa rty ma y ga in a cce s s  to a dditiona l

pre -hea ring ma te ria ls  by way of a  dis cre tiona ry ALJ  orde r requiring tha t the  pa rtie s  inte rchange  copie s

of e xhib its  prior to  he a ring Commis s ion a dminis tra tive  la w judge s  ofte n c ite  the s e  two rule s  in

orde ring pa rtie s  to file  a  lis t of witne s s e s  a nd e xhibits  a t a  time  a nd da te  in a dva nce  of the  he a ring,

18

19

the reby facilita ting the  hea ring prepa ra tion proces s .

Th is  lim ite d  d is c o ve ry c o n s is te n t with  A.R .S .

20 administrative hearing "may be conducted in an informal manner and without adherence to the rules of

2 1

22

23

24

evidence required in judicial proceedings." Thus, administra tive proceedings like this one are  intended

to be  le ss  cos tly and speedie r than civil litiga tion governed by the  ARCP. Commiss ion Rule  Rl4-3-

lol(B) a lso embodies  this  notion: "These  [Commiss ion Rules] sha ll be  libe ra lly cons trued to secure

just and speedy determination of all matters presented to the Commission."

25

26 1 A.A.C. R14-3-I08(A).
2 A.A.c, R14-3-109(o) & (p).
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1 Court de cis ions  provide  a dditiona l a uthority on the  limits  of dis cove ry in a dminis tra tive
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proceedings . These  decis ions  make two sa lient points .

The  firs t is  tha t, because  adminis tra tive  proceedings  derive  from an entire ly dis tinct process ,

the  rule s  of civil procedure  for dis cove ry do not apply in adminis tra tive  proceedings  This  principle

is  pa rticula rly importa nt from a  policy s ta ndpoint s ince  ha ving civil dis cove ry rule s  control the

6 a dminis tra tive  a re na  would ha ve  ma ny de le te rious  re s ults  including: 1) a llowing re sponde nts  to

7 acces s  confidentia l inves tiga tive  information fa r removed from the  witnes s es  and exhibits  re levant

8

9

1 0

to the  active  case  aga ins t them, 2) a llowing respondents  to protract the  proceedings  indefinite ly, 3)

allowing respondents to excessively consume scarce but vita l government resources better expended

on other matte rs  necessary for the  protection of the  public, and 4) a llowing respondents  to force  the

11 agency into the  pos ition of a  civil litigant ra ther than into its  proper role  as  a  governmenta l regula tory

1 2 a uthority.

13

14

The  s e c ond  po in t is  tha t the  a u thority to  purs ue  d is c ove ry during  the  c ours e  o f a n

a dminis tra tive  proce e ding is  not confe rre d a s  a  ma tte r of right. In fa ct, courts  ha ve  re pe a te dly

15 re cognize d tha t the re  s imply is  no ba s ic cons titutiona l right to pre tria l dis cove ry in a dminis tra tive

16 roce e din 8.4 Accordin 1 , dis cove r in a n a dminis tra tive roce e din is  on l a uthorize d to thep g g y y p g y

17
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extent that it is  explicitly provided for in a  separate  s ta tute  or rule .5 And, as  discussed in the preceding

paragraphs , the  s ta tutes  and Commiss ion Rules  provide  for disclosure  as  ordered by an ALJ .

1 9 In this  case , on Augus t 1, 2016, ALJ  Stem ordered the  Divis ion and respondents  to exchange

20 the ir LWEs on August 24, 2016, and se t the  matte r for fina l contested hearing on October 24, 2016,

2 1

22

23

24
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3 See, e.g.,Pacu'ic Gas and Electric Company, 746 F.2d 1383, 1387 (9th Cir. 1984),Silverman v. Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, 549 F.2d. 28, 33 (7th Cir. 1977), Banister v. US. Department of Treasury, 2011 WL 7109220
(ND. Cal. 2011), In re City of Anaheim, et al., 1999 WL 955896, 70 S.E.C. Docket 1848 (the federal rules of civil
procedure do not properly play any role on the issue of discovery in an administrative proceeding).
4 Silverman, 549 F.2d. at 33, Pet v. Dap 't of Health Services, 542 A.2d 672 (Conn. 1988) ("The Constitution does not
require that a respondent in an administrative proceeding be aware of all evidence, information and leads to which
opposing counsel might have access.").
5 Pet, 542 A.2d at 678,PZICWC Gas & Electric Co. v. F,E.R.C., 746 F.2d 1383, 1387 (9th Cir.l984), See also 73A
C.J.S. Public Administrative Law and Procedure, § 124 (1983) ("Insofar as the proceedings of a state administrative
body are concerned, only the methods of discovery set forth by the pertinent statute are available, and the methods not
set forth therein are excluded").
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with the  parties  further ordered to se t as ide  October 25-27 as  additiona l hearing da tes . The  Divis ion

will comply and disclose  its  LWE on or (in its  discre tion) prior to Augus t 24. Any discove ry beyond

that is  not permitted by Arizona law or Cornrnission Rules.

4 B. Clavien has not demonstrated a reasonable need for his Production Request, a  requ_est that
asks  for Divis ion's  entire  file , including a ll notes  a_nd communica tions .

5

6

7

8

9

In a ddition to the  dis cove ry limita tions  dis cus s e d a bove -a nd the  confide ntia lity s ta tute ,

demonstra te  a  reasonable  need for the  production reques ted. In his  P roduction Reques t, Clavien

does  not a sse rt, much le ss  demons tra te , tha t he  ha s  a  re a sonable  need for the  production he  is

1 0

11

1 2

1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

requesting.

It is  highly unlike ly tha t Cla vie n could de mons tra te  tha t he  ha s  a  re a sona ble  ne e d for the

incre dibly broa d discove ry he  is  se e king. The  Divis ion's  a lle ga tions  ha ve  not cha nge d s ince  the

Divis ion tile d its  Notice  on June  24, 2015, s e rve d on Cla vie n on Ma rch 15, 2016. Thus , Cla vie n

be e n a pprise d s ince  a t le a s t Ma rch 15, 2016 of the  a lle ga tions  a ga ins t him. The  re sponde nts  in

Commiss ion cases  can bring the ir own evidence  and conduct cross-examina tion6, they have  the ir

own duty of due  diligence  if they plan on re futing any or a ll a llega tions  lis ted in the  Notice . Clavien

ha s  ha d a mple  time  to obta in a ny a nd a ll re le va nt docume nts  to de fe nd a ga ins t the  Divis ion's

18 a lle ga tions .

19

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

Moreover, Clavien can use  his  own personal knowledge  of the  respondent entity's  business

ope ra tions  to ide ntify s ource s  of docume nts  a nd te s timony tha t might be  us e d in his  de fe ns e .

Clavien was  the  initia l manager of re spondent Franklin AAA Holdings  ("FAH"). He  was  the  pe rson

primarily responsible  for finding inves tors , mee ting with them, and se lling the  inves tments . Clavien

kne w who the  me mbe rs , ma na ge rs , a nd e mploye e s  of the  compa ny we re . Thus , it would be

unre a s ona ble  for Cla vie n to a rgue  tha t he  doe s  not ha ve  the  a bility to loca te  docume nts  a nd

witnesses for his  defense . The fact that the  Division may be  in possession of certa in documents and

26
6 A.R.s. §41-1062(A)l1), A.A.c. R14-3-104.
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thus  it would be  more  conve nie nt for the  re sponde nts  to obta in the m from the  Divis ion is  not a

sufficient basis in which to request and grant such discovery. Since the  Production Request is  devoid

of any showing-or even a sse rtion-of reasonable  need, the  reques t should be  denied.

4

5

Arizona statute explicitly pro_hibits the Division's disclos4re_of 99;t9ini1i0m@Li0n unless
an applicable ex_<8eption applies; Clavien faile_d to_assert or establish any applicable
exemption.
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1 9

Divis ion to keep compla ints  and severa l othe r documents  confidentia l:
The  na me s  of compla ina nts  a nd a ll informa tion or docume nts  obta ine d by a ny office r,
e mploye e  or a ge nt of the  commis s ion, including the  s hortha nd re porte r or s te nogra phe r
tra ns cribing the  re porte r's  note s , in  the  cours e  of a ny e xa mina tion or inve s tiga tion a re
confidentia l unless the  names, information or documents are  made a  matter of public record. An
office r, e mploye e  or a ge nt o f the  commis s ion  s ha ll no t ma ke  the  confide ntia l na me s ,
informa tion or docume nts  a va ila ble  to  a nyone  othe r tha n a  me mbe r of the  commis s ion,
another office r or employee  of the  commission, an agent who is  designa ted by the  commission
or director, the  a ttorney gene ra l or law enforcement or regula tory officia ls , except pursuant to
a ny ru le  o f the  commis s ion  o r un le s s  the  commis s ion  o r the  d ire c to r a u tho rize s  the
dis clos ure  of the  na me s , informa tion or docume nts  a s  not contra ry to the  public inte re s t.
(Emphasis added).

The  Divis ion's  complia nce  with the  confide ntia lity s ta tute  is  ma nda tory. Cla vie n fa ils  to cite  a ny

Arizona  s ta tute  or rule  tha t would require  the  Divis ion to disclose  a ll informa tion and documents ,

including inves tor compla ints , which the  Divis ion may have  obta ined from te s tifying witne sse s  or

othe rwise  be  confidentia l. Clavien ha s  not cited any authoriza tion by the  Commiss ion or Divis ion

director tha t would obvia te  the  Divis ion's  required compliance  with the  confidentia lity s ta tute .

Additiona lly, a fte r the  Divis ion discloses  its  LWE and the  names of its  witnesses  as  required
20

2 1
by the  proce dura l orde r, the  confide ntia lity s ta tute  will s till a pply. The  LWE will be  provide d to

re s ponde nts  a nd the  ALJ , it will not be  docke te d or a ll docume nts ,
22

published. Consequently,

23
information, and if applicable , compla ints  obta ined in the  course  of investiga tion will not be  become

public record. Unless and until those  documents and information are  made public, the  confidentia lity
24

25
provis ion will a pply.

26

c.
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1
D. The  work-product doctrine  protects  notes  and information crea ted by Divis ion employees ..

2

3

4

5

6
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8

Clavien's  reques t for ma te ria ls  and informa tion prepa red by Divis ion employees  should be

denied as , in addition to the  reasons se t forth above , such materia ls  a re  protected from discovery by

the  work-product doctrine . The  U.S . S upre me  Court a rticula te d the  work-product doctrine  in

Hickman v. TayIor.7 The  Hickman court s ta ted tha t the  genera l policy aga ins t invading the  privacy

of a n a ttorne y's  pre pa ra tion is  e s se ntia l to a n orde rly working of the  sys te m of le ga l proce dure s

Arizona  practice  conforms to Hickma n

Courts  have  found tha t a  varie ty of documents  and things a re  protected by the  work-product

9 doctrine  including:

1 0 • Witness  s ta tements  taken during the  course  of litiga tion prepa ra tion and ma te ria ls  tha t

11 reflect the  a ttorney's  menta l impressions or opinions about a  case  rece ive  protection from

1 2 dis c1os ure10

13

1 4

Tria l prepa ra tion ma te ria l prepa red by a  pa rty's  representa tives , including inves tiga tors

working for a ttorne ys"

Witness interviews and statementslz1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

S ig n e d  s ta te m e n ts  o f witn e s s e s  a n d  re p o rts  o f in ve s t ig a t io n s  a n d  o th e r  c o m m u n ic a t io n s

pre pa re d  a t the  d ire c tion  o f gove rnm e nt a ttom e ys 13

S ta ff m e m o ra n d tu n  a n d  c o m m u n ic a t io n s  b e twe e n  a t to rn e ys  a n d  in ve s t ig a to rs  re g a rd in g

in ve s tig a tio n '4

20

2 1

Fonnuia tion of ques tions  propounded through ques tionna ire s  prepa red by gove rnment

attorneys, court determined both questions and answers were protected15

22

23

24

25

26

7 329 U.S. 495, 67 s. Ct. 385 (1947).
8 329 U.S. at 512.
9 Longs Drug Stores, 134 Ariz. at 428, 657 P.2d at 416,State ex rel. Corbin v. Ybarra, 161 Ariz. 188, 191, 777 P. 2d
686, 689 (1989).
10Longs Drug Stores v. Howe, 134 Ariz. 424, 428, 657 P.2d 412, 416 (1983) citingHickman, 329 U.S. at 511.
11 Longs Drug Stores at 430, 657 P.2d at 418, see also US. v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225, 239 (1975).
12Drift v. Morris, 357 S.W. 2d 13, 18 (Ark. 1962)
13US. v, Kelsey-Hayes Wheel Co., 15 F.R.D. 461, 462 (E.D. Mich. 1954)
14 S.E,C. v. World-Wide Coin Inv., Lid, 92 F.R.D. 65, 66-67 (N.D. Ga. 1981).
15United States v. Deere & Co., 9 F.R.D. 523, 528 (D.C. Minn. 1949).
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1

2

Documents, videotapes, and simple  forms with boxes to check tha t were  sent to individua ls16

Recorded s ta tements  and written transcripts  the reof from victim and insurance  adjus te r' 7

3 • Tra ns c rip t from  ta pe  re cord ing  of conve rs a tions  be twe e n de fe nda nt a nd  gove rnm e nt

informa ntly4

5 •

6

7

Tra nscripts  of a udio ta pe d s ta te me nts  of insure r's  e mploye e s"

Ema il from de fe nda nt to de fe nda nt's  a ttorne y a nd to de fe nda nt's  da ughte r de ta iling fa cts

surrounding a  transaction o

8 • Documents  prepa red by an accountant a t the  direction of an a ttomey21

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

In light of the s e  court de c is ions , the re  is  no doubt tha t the  inve s tiga tive  inte rvie w m e m os ,

docum e nts ,  m e m os  a nd  re cord ings  pre pa re d  by Div is ion  e m ploye e s ,  a nd  e m a ils  ob ta ine d  from

witnesse s  a re  protected from discove ry unde r this  doctrine .

In orde r to  obta in work product,  Cla vie n m us t s how tha t he  ha s  "a  s ubs ta ntia l ne e d for the

ma te ria ls  a nd ca nnot, without undue  ha rds hip, obta in the  s ubs ta ntia l e quiva le nt by othe r me a ns ."22

Clavien has made  no a ttempt to show substantia l need or tha t he  cannot obta in the  infonna tion requested

by othe r means. Clavien has  equa l access  to the  investors , equa l access  to the ir investment documents ,

a nd e qua l a cce s s  to ba ckground informa tion. He  ha s  the  a bility to s ubpoe na  third pa rtie s  during the

pe nde ncy of this  a ction with a  s howing of re a s ona ble  ne e d. Cla vie n s imply doe s  not wa nt to (or ha s

fa ile d to) put in  the  tim e , e ffort a nd re s ource s  to  pre pa re  his  ca s e .  Ins te a d, he  wa nts  to  ha ve  the

informa tion ha nde d to him by the  Divis ion. Tha t doe s  not cons titute  subs ta ntia l ne e d.

20 E.

2 1

22
The  Commiss ion ha s  the  a bility to prohibit a  subpoe na  if it is  "unre a sona ble  or oppre s s ive ."

R14-3 -109(O ).  O n  its  fa c e ,  C la v ie n 's  P roduc tion  Re que s t is  un re a s ona b ly ove rb roa d ,  undu ly
23

24

25

26

Le Hertzberg v. Veneman,273 F. Supp. ad 67 (D.D.C. 2003).
17Maguire v.State,458 S.2d 311, 312 (Fla. Dist. App. 1984).
18 US, v. Salado, 607 F.2d 318, 320 (9th Cir. 1979).
19Gargano v. Metro-North, 222 F.R.D. 38, 40 (D. Conn. 2004).
20US. v. Stewart, 287 F.Supp.2d 461, 466 (S.D.N.Y. 2003).
21In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 601 F.2d 162, 166 (5th Cir. 1979).
2:1 ARCP 26(b)(3).
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1

2

3

burdensome, and oppress ive . Firs t, a s  discussed above , the  blanke t request for the  entire  file , and

e ve ry re que s t othe r tha n Re que s t No. 10 bla ta ntly dis re ga rds  the  controlling provis ions  of the

Adminis tra tive  P roce dure  Act, the  Commiss ion Rule s , a nd the  confide ntia lity provis ion of A.R.S .

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

S e cond, the  Divis ion is  limite d in its  a bility to dis clos e  ce rta in informa tion by s e ve ra l

informa tion). If the  Divis ion were  to have  to produce  its  entire  inves tiga tory and ca se  file s  for this

matte r, it would have  to expend s ignificant resources  to review each and every document and then

re da ct confide ntia l informa tion to a void viola ting the se  s ta tute s . Impos ing such a  burde n on the

Divis ion when Clavien has  the  ability to obta in a ll informa tion he  needs  to de fend himse lf through

1 3 other means is  untenable .

1 4

1 5

If the  Production Request is  not denied for a ll the  other reasons se t forth above , it should be

denied as unreasonably overbroad, unduly burdensome, and oppressive.

1 6 11 . CONCLUS ION

1 7

1 8

1 9

The  dis cove ry rule s  for conte s te d a dminis tra tive  proce e dings  in Arizona  a re  e xpre s s ly

e s tablished by s ta tute  and agency rule . Those  rule s  limit discove ry to disclosure s  orde red by the

ALJ. In this  case , tha t is  an exchange  of LWEs on August 24, which will sa tis fy Clavien's  Reques t

20 No. 10. Discovery is  furthe r res tricted to matte rs  tha t a re  re levant and to ins tances  where  the re  is  a

2 1

22

23

24

25

26

requis ite  showing of "reasonable  need." Clavien has  fa iled to even asse rt tha t he  has  a  reasonable

need for any portion of his  request. S ince  Clavien had de ta iled knowledge  about FAH's  opera tions

a nd its  inve s tors , Cla vie n is  pe rfe ctly ca pa ble  of pre pa ring his  own de fe nse  without going on a

fishing expedition through Divis ion file s . Thus , it is  unlike ly tha t Clavien would be  able  to e s tablish

a  re a s ona ble  ne e d for a dditiona l docume nts . Dis cove ry in a dminis tra tive  proce dure s  is  limite d

furthe r s till by confide ntia lity provis ions  a nd re le va nt policie s , such a s  the  work-product doctrine .
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1

2

Clavier has offered no reason why he  is  entitled to protected and confidentia l materia ls . For a ll these

reasons the  Commission should deny Clavien's  Production Request.

3

4

5

6

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this  23 rd day of Augus t, 2016.

By 9 ' \ .

In..

7

'
Rya n  . Mille ca m
Attorney for the  Securitie s  Divis ion of the
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

13

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

26

1 0



u

1

2

3

4

5

On this  23'd da y of Augus t, 2016, the  fore going docume nt wa s  file d with Docke t Control a s  a

Securitie s  Divis ion Response  to Motion, and copie s  of the  foregoing were  ma iled on beha lf of the

Securities  Division to the  following who have not consented to email service . On this  da te  or as  soon

a s  pos s ible  the re a fte r, the  Commiss ion's  e Docke t progra m will a utoma tica lly e ma il a  link to the

foregoing to the  following who have  consented to email se rvice .

6

7

8

9

1 0

John C. Ke lly
Coppersmith Brocke lman PLC
2800 North Centra l Avenue , Suite  1200
P hoe nix, AZ 85004
jke lly@cbla wye rs .com
Attorney for Respondent Clavien
Cons ented to S e rvice  by Ema il

11
rd

COP Y of the  fore going m a ile d this ,7-3 da y of Augus t, 2016, to :
12

13

14

Fra nklin AAA Holdings , LLC
c/o Antiquitie s  Holdings , Dana  P ie rson - Manage r
7740 n. 16th St. Ste . 150
P hoe nix, AZ 85020

15

16 By:

17

18

19

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

26
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